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PER CURI AM

N. Cal eb Avery appeals fromthe district court's orders deny-
ing his first, second, and third notions in limne, his notion to
conpel, and his notion to disqualify Tel epad’s counsel, as well as
the orders entering judgnent for Tel epad Corporation in this con-
tract and fraud action and denying his notions for reconsi deration
and for anewtrial. The record does not contain transcripts of the
hearings on the pre-trial notions, nor does it contain conplete
trial transcripts. Avery, as the Appellant, has the burden of
i ncluding in the record on appeal transcripts of all parts of the
proceedings material to the issues rai sed on appeal. Fed. R App.
P. 10(b); 4th Gr. Local R 10(c). By failing to produce the tran-
scripts or to qualify for the production of transcripts at govern-
ment expense, Avery has wai ved revi ew of the i ssues on appeal which

depend upon the transcripts to show error. Powell v. Estelle, 959

F.2d 22, 26 (5th Gr. 1992); Keller v. Prince CGeorge's Co., 827

F.2d 952, 954 n.1 (4th Cr. 1987). W have revi ewed the record be-
fore the court and the district court's opinions and find no abuse
of discretion and no reversible error. We therefore affirmthe dis-
trict court's orders. W dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the mate-
rials before the court and argunent would not aid the decisional

Process.
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